Heiman also started making portraits. She photographed contemporary asylumseekers, political activists, artists, academics, and others, including herself. Some of her sitters wear the dress she recreated (figs. 3 and 4). Some cover their faces with photographic-masks (figs. 5 and 6). To date, Return: Asylum (The Dress, 1855 -2019 includes more than 150 photographs and 120 videos. Heiman also participated in a long-duration performance at Herzliya Museum in 2016, in which she invited spectators to speak with her and to imagine the asylum and its women through a collection of documents that she assembled. The conversations touched on issues such as refusal, ethics, law, the return of the oppressed, violence, regression, screen memories, dissociation, and the right to return. In effect, Heiman has created an extensive series of tools and techniques for imaginatively returning to the asylum. And she has enlisted the public's help in developing further strategies-new gestures for extending solidarity to people who have been subjugated by the institution, new ways of connecting with those individuals who have been bereft of legal rights to property, family, or public hearing. In its own way, the project poses several questions: How are our imaginative practices bound up with the process of political recognition? What separates one life from another? Whose dream is this? Is the asylum a place or a state of mind? How does one enter these gates? And how does one return home?
These are serious questions for our times as much for Dr. Diamond's era. Now, just as then, the words "asylum" and "return" can invoke multiple and indeed even violently contradictory meanings. Heiman's project aims to grant these contradictions the room to coexist. Like D.W. Winnicott, one of her theoretical references, Heiman asks for certain paradoxes to be tolerated and for them not to be resolved. It is an understatement to say that we live in a polarized political climate. How we remain connected to each other depends more and more on aesthetic encounters in so-called virtual communities. There is a great deal to be said about the way these encounters and communities open space for important political work-and conversely, how they constrain and confine it. Ever increasingly, our contact with the world beyond our doors occurs via images. To my mind, this means there is an urgent need for artists, those "great disturbers of the peace" who spend their time studying and surveying this imaginary terrain. 4 As counterintuitive as it sounds, attending to the imaginary dimension allows artists to register those parts of reality that have been obscured for one reason or another. Their work has the potential to bear us across the gulf that separates us and perhaps even to facilitate a kind of "benevolent surrender," to borrow Sarah Lewis's remarkable phrase.
5 At its best, art creates the conditions for emotional and psychological transformation, paving a way for the emergence of a new version of ourselves and of our common political world.
Photography as Object Relations
Michal Heiman's particular gift is akin to Alice's: she has the ability to access the world on the other side of the looking-glass. Among other things, Return: Asylum serves as a potent reminder that the photographic camera belongs to a long lineage of optical devices-tools that purport to produce a faithful representation of whoever (or whatever) appears before their unblinking gaze but in fact are a gateway to the imaginary world. Heiman's project leans on this idea but also sounds a warning: caution and canniness are needed when engaging such devices. The images that appear on the surface of the mirror-or in the camera's viewfinder-are, in fact, only a tiny glimpse of a vast imaginary terrain that does not easily yield to sight.
Heiman Return: Asylum highlights Heiman's preoccupation with D.W. Winnicott's work, and perhaps in particular with the psychoanalyst's insights about the relational dimensions of the human condition. One of Winnicott's signal contributions in this regard is his 1967 paper "Mirror-Role of Mother and Family in Child Development." The paper involves a subtle critique of Jacques Lacan's well-known theory of the mirror phase. Lacan famously argued that, in the normal course of events, a baby will internalize the image that appears in the mirror as an imaginary representative of the self. For better or worse, he proposed, this "mirror phase" is crucial for developing a sense of a self. 6 Winnicott's critique involved pointing out that this early recognition is, in fact, a relational activity, and more specifically, as relationship that is facilitated by the mother. 7 It is in the mother's face that the baby first encounters an image of itself, which is to say, the mother's face serves as the original mirror. If all goes well, Winnicott observes, in the baby's first months, the maternal figure will project an image of the baby back to itself, which in turn, enables the baby to develop a sense of self.
The complexity and significance of this basic relational activity is all too easily taken for granted. Winnicott described several cases where this all-important recognition failed-occasions when a mother could not respond to her baby, often for reasons not of her own making. (He served as the psychiatric consultant for the child evacuation program in Great Britain during World War II.) Winnicott understood his psychoanalytic work as a kind of reparation for this early environmental failure. Therapy, in his view, consisted of "a long-term giving back to the patient back what the patient brings. It is a complex derivative of the face that reflects what is there to be seen." 8 Return: Asylum exposes the political stakes of this fundamental relational drama, showing how the human being requires the other's gaze in order to develop and maintain one's own sense of self and identity. Or, put differently, Heiman offers a radically different account of the social bond, one in which our very life and sense of existence is radically bound up with the other. In the relational view, we are always already tied together in a social bond that precedes and makes possible both of our lives. 9 Heiman both highlights and extends this profound psychological insight, mobilizing photography as a medium of object relations. She poses, and she bravely refuses to resolve the question of how photography can facilitate this important work of reflecting back what is there to be seen. In this respect, the project asks how our everyday forms of regard have manifest political effects-the ways photography can be used to reflect back what is there to be seen, but also how it can serve as a screen, blocking out any meaningful engagement with the world. Heiman challenges us to consider how our forms of regard can become ossified in institutional practice and how citizens might develop new strategies for imaginatively re-cognizing those people for whom the process of social recognition has failed.
Difficult Returns
In order to animate these fundamental issues, Heiman returns to the primal scene, so to speak, the origin of photography's initial entanglement with the asylum: the Female Department of the Surrey County Lunatic Asylum circa 1855. The gatekeeper to this particular world is the perpetually weary-looking resident superintendent, Dr. Hugh Welsh Diamond ( fig. 7) . Diamond studied medicine at the Royal College of Surgeons and later undertook his psychiatric studies at Bethlem Hospital, which was famous for its stringent forms of treatment (the hospital was better known under its sobriquet, Bedlam). Diamond expressed sympathy for the new, humane methods that were starting to take hold in Britain, but his particular contribution involved marrying his passion for psychiatry with his passion for photography. He was an early advocate of the technology, helping to found the Royal Photographic Society and serving as an editor of its journal. His essays and notes on the medium were widely influential.
By 1850, Diamond had built a small photographic studio in the Surrey Asylum, where he set about creating portraits of his patients, a first in the history of psychiatry ( figs. 8-10 ). This project, like so many scientific contributions to the study of madness, involved its own form of delusion. Diamond believed, like many in his day, that the outward appearance of a person could provide evidence for the inward, psychological state. In 1838, Sir Alexander Morison had published The Physiognomy of Mental Diseases, which included illustrations of the many faces of madness, and Diamond believed that the camera could succeed in this illustrative function, securing "with unerring accuracy the external phenomenon of each passion." 10 But apart from using photography as a diagnostic tool, Diamond also experimented with the medium as a method of treatment. He took note of the way that the experience of being photographed affected his patients, and he went so far as to suggest that the process could help facilitate a cure. In a lecture delivered to the Royal Society in 1856, the doctor provides a brief account of such a treatment in a short vignette about A.D., a twenty-year-old patient who had come from Bedlam. Among other delusional symptoms, A.D. believed she was a queen. This was not entirely uncommon among the Surrey lunatics; Diamond provides a photograph of another woman who fashioned herself a crown, which she proudly wore to signify her status ( fig. 11) .
After some negotiation, Diamond reports that he managed to coax A.D. to pose for him by telling her that he sought to make portraits of all the royal personages under his care. A.D. initially scoffed at this idea: "Queens indeed! How did they obtain their titles?" Diamond replies, "They imagined them," suggesting that she, too, was suffering from this delusion. "'No!' " A.D. replied sharply, " 'I never imagine such foolish delusions, they are to be pitied, but I was born a Queen.' " When A.D. finally allowed herself to be photographed, Diamond reports that she found the subsequent portraits amusing: "Her frequent conversation about them was the first decided step in her gradual improvement." After four months, A.D. was discharged "perfectly cured, and laughing heartily at her former imaginations."
11 If we are to believe Diamond's account, the experience of being photographed, the resulting portraits, and the dialogue about them seemed to help dispel A.D.'s delusional self-image. In Winnicott's terms, the doctor used his camera to reflect back what was there to be seen, facilitating a positive change in his patient's state of mind. One might be tempted, in this respect, to read Diamond as a forerunner of the later tradition of talk-therapy. 12 It is certainly something of an exception to find evidence of a psychiatric patient's voice in the mid-nineteenth century. But as several scholars have argued, Diamond was not entirely distinct from the larger institutional apparatus that regularly imposed its discourse upon patients. 13 This imposition is more obvious in Dr. John Conolly's series of extended commentaries on Diamond's portraits, which were published in 1858 in the Medical Times and Gazette. The two doctors were professionally acquainted, but there is no evidence that Conolly ever spoke with any of Diamond's patients directly. This did not seem to deter him from making diagnoses. Of the woman pictured in plate 7 ( fig. 9) , Conolly proffers the following narrative:
Her story is but one in a larger chapter of such which London furnishes. She gained a small livelihood by the occupation of a sorter and folder of paper, and lived but poorly. After a confinement she had an attack of puerperal mania, lasting about six months [i.e., postpartum psychosis]; her conversation was generally incoherent, and her actions were sometimes impulsive and violent. She repudiated her infant, declaring that it did not belong to her, and on one occasion she leaped out of a window fourteen feet from the ground. About a month after being received into the Surrey Asylum the excitement left her, and great despondency supervened. [. . .] The photograph, taken when the state of melancholy was passing into that of excitement, retains something of the fixedness of attitude and expression in the first state; as in the arms held close to the body, and the position of the lower extremities, and the downward tension of the cheek. The body is thin, and the hair lank and heavy. But the eyes are not lost in vacancy; they seem to discern some person or object which excites displeasure or suspicion. The forehead is wrinkled with some strong emotion, and the eyebrows, although corrugated, have not the tense contraction toward the nose which is observable in many cases of melancholia. 14 Conolly's account reads like an exemplar of Michel Foucault's claim that "the constitution of madness as mental illness, at the end of the eighteenth century, affords evidence of a broken dialogue." 15 The Men of Reason issued their scientific statements from one side of a great discursive divide; on the other side, the Mad were relegated to silence.
Winnicott might help us describe this situation in visual terms: Conolly's engagement with the medium reads like a model of therapeutic failure-an occasion when the caregiver failed to reflect back what was there to be seen. 16 Instead, Conolly projected his own investments onto the images. And indeed, the medium seems to invite this particular defense mechanism; photographs all too easily perform as screens upon which viewers cast their projections. Not enough attention has been paid to the ways projection replaces apperception in the history of photography-all the ways we fail to see what was there to be seen. This form of "object-relating" seems to block what might have been the beginning of a significant exchange with the world.
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Thank god for the artists, who, as James Baldwin once observed, are present to correct the delusions to which we fall prey.
18
Heiman's Return: Asylum teaches us to be rightly wary of this trap of visibility. Her project aims to emphasize the ways our ways of seeing and our forms of recognition are, in fact, relational. Heiman invites viewers into a profound engagement with these past figures, enticing us to establish imaginative identifications with these Victorian women; as a result, she encourages viewers to identify with others who might be subject to the contemporary institutional gaze of the asylum. The artist brings her nuanced understanding of psychological processes to political arena, and in so doing reminds us that our museums and exhibition halls can be important places to engage in the work of social recognition. Put more simply, exhibitions can provide one important venue where people can come to see and to be seen, to make an appearance on the world stage, to reflect on each of our varying degrees of visibility and exposure.
In her construction of a new community, Heiman asks us to attend to the boundaries that constitute the parameters of the public sphere-challenging us to think about the ways photography can serve and hinder this work. Her project also emphasizes the performative dynamics of the polis. This space of appearance must be continually recreated through embodied gestures and the human exercise of imagination. But perhaps most important of all, Heiman reminds us that the images in the looking-glass are not static representations but dynamic gateways. Like Alice, she opens fundamental questions about the shared terrain of the imaginary. Whose world is this? You are part of my dream, of course-but then I am part of your dream, too. with an external image will bring about a radical alienation. The danger, as Alice discovers, lies in the fact that the looking-glass world-the image in the mirror-is not, in fact, identical to the self. But Lacan nevertheless considered identification to be essential to the development of the
